^Figure 1. Fleet readiness trends were analyzed from 1974 to 1977 using four
sources of material-readiness data. In all cases the sources indicated
improved readiness over 1974 baseline levels.
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sources. All sources show improvement from 1974
to 1975, from 1975 to 1976, and from 1976 to
1977, except the Board of Inspection and Survey
data which shows deterioration between 1976 and
1977.

Additional analyses were performed correlating
different measures of material readiness across
ships. Casualty report indicators have been com-
pared with Board of Inspection and Survey and
with maintenance and material management indi-
cators; force status reports have been correlated
with Board of Inspection and Survey results. Cross
comparisons yielded significant correlations in all
instances.

These analyses indicate that ships rated in good
condition according to one indicator are likely to
be rated in good condition according to others.
Moreover, different indicators show similar trends
over time. This consistency promotes the belief
that existing data can be used to analyze material
readiness if multiple data sources are used.

Relating resources to readiness

Reasonable indicators of material readiness can
be derived from existing data. Similarly, statistical
analyses that relate available resources for parti-
cular ships to the material readiness of the ships
have been successful.
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In FY76, an experimental program was imple-
mented. Under the program 41 ships received un-
limited funds to buy repair parts. A control group
of 47 similar ships did not receive the unlimited
funds. In FY77, the control ships began receiving
increased funding, but not at the level of the 41
pilot ships. To measure the impact of the addi-
tional money on material condition, analysts used
data from casualty reports and the Board of In-
spection and Survey. The analysts performed a
regression analysis that corrected for pre-program
differences between the pilot ships and the control
ships and for time trends independent of the pro-
gram. Ship age was held constant, as were fleet
type and ship type.

The analysis revealed that the pilot ships aver-
aged 68 fewer days of serious C3 or C4 casualty
report downtime per quarter. The control ships
averaged 38 fewer days of downtime once they
began to receive additional funds. In both cases,
an $800 investment per ship resulted in a one-day
decrease in C3 and C4 downtime. This result was
verified using Board of Inspection and Survey
data.

Another statistical analysis relating resources to
ship material readiness highlighted the impact of
the number and quality of enlisted maintenance
personnel on the amount of casualty report down-
time suffered by their equipment. Six occupations,cular definition in
